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Royal InvQstmeni Group LLtr^ ) 

a.f)s.fzi Foreclosure Real Estate ) 

13799 Pari^^^BoulevardRf 258 ) 

Seminole, Florida; 33776 ) 

) 
Timothy Crowley, Principal ) 

Rerciax: Realtors ) 

6 Montgomery Village Avenue #200 ) 

Gaitiiersbtirg, Maryland 20879- ) 

) 
Kathleen Tiong, Agent ) 

Remax Realtors ) 

6 Montgoniery Village Avexme, # 200 ) 

Gaithersbixrg, Maryland 20879 ) 

) 
Yona Mead ) 

51^76 Liim^aii Terrace, IsF. W. ) 

Washington, D.C 20008 ) 

) 
Defendants ) 

^ ^ - ^ ) 



COMPLAINT FOR CONSPIRACY, FRAUD, INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF 

EMOTI<>NAL DISTRESS, VIOLATIONS OF 42 U.S.G. SECTION 1985^ BREACH 

OF DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA HUMAN RIGHTS ACT, DECLARATORY RELIEF, 

NULLIFICATION OF CONTRACT OF SALE OF PROPERTY 

AT 8204 MOORLAND LANE, BETHESDA, MARYLAND. 



Plainiiff, David Mead for his Complaint against defendants Sue Ann Mahaffey, 
Shahram Rottdi, Qiao Chen, Kathjleen Sheeran, Weichert Realtors, Michael Jagbda, 
Nasser Shahparast, Royal Investment Group LLC, Kaliiy Tipng, Timothy Crowley, 
Rem,^c Realtors, Yona Mead, and their successors {collectiYely the "Defendants"), 
alleges as follows: 

I- JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

1 . This Court has juristKction of the subject matter of this civil action 
pursuant to Sectioiis 1331, 1332 (a) (1), 1332 (a) (2) and 1332 (a) (3) of Tide 28 of the 
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United States Code in that the iBatter in controversy exceeds the $mn of $50,000 aini is 

between citizeiis of different states, and seeks to nullify the contract of sale of the 

property located in a different state ptirsuant to 11 U.S.C, § 542; and sed<s damagas 

resultingiroTO fraud/ conspiracy and intentionai misrepresentation ptirsuant to 

District of ODlumbia common law. 

2. Venue is proper in this Court pursuant Sections 1391 (a) - (f) of Title 28 
of the United States Code in that subject matter is founded on diversity qf citizenship, 

IL THE PARTIES 

3. Pkiiitiff D^vid Mead i$ a resident of Maryland and conducts business ia 
the District of Columbia. 

4. Defendant Sue Ann Mahaffey has offices at 25 West Middle Lane, 
Rockvijle^ Maryland and has a licerise to practice law in the District of Columbia. 

5. Def^idant Shahram Roudi is licensed to practice real estate in the 
District of Coltimbia under the name First Nationwide Nbnagetnent and Leasing, Inc., 
and has offices at 5125 ^^lacarthxu: Boulevard, # Suite 41, Washington, D.C., 20016. 

6. Upon information and belief. Chow Chen has a residence in Maryland 
and conducts btisiness at 258 B. Market Street, East, Gaithersburg, Maryland 20878 

7. Weichert Realtors ha^ its Corporate offices at 225 Littleton Road, Morris 
Plains, New Jersey, 07950 and is licensed to conduct real estate brokerage business in 
Maryland and the District of Columbia. 

8. Upon information and beli^, Kathleen Sheeran, is a resident of 
Maryland and conducts teal estate business from the local Weichert Realtors office at 
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6610 RocMedge Drive, Suite 100, Bethesda, Maryla^^ 

9. Upon information and belief, Michael Jagoda /Parcorp Services, LTD 
are principals of Roy^ Investment Group LLC, a Maryland corporation with 
purported principal. ofBces at 13799 Fark Boulevard N. # 258 Seminole, Florida, 33776. 

10. Upon information and belief, Nasser Shahparast has a residence af 5301 
Goldsboro Road, Bethesda, Md,, 20817 and is the registered agent for Royal 
Investment Group LLC, a/k/a Foreclosure Real Estate Service, LLC, a Maryland 
corporation registered to do business with the State of Maryland, 

11. Upon information and belief, Timothy Crowley is a resident of 
Maryland and is the Principal Broker of Remax Realtors at 6 Montgomery Village 
Avenue #200, Gaithersburg, Maryland 20879. 

12. Upon information ap.d belief, Kathleen Tiong is a resident of Maryland 
and conducts real estate business as an Agent for Remax Realtors at 6 Montgomeiiy 
Village Avenue #200, Gaithersburg, Maryland 20879, 

13. Defendant Yona M^ead, upon inf o^iation and belief, resides at 5176 
Linnean Terrace, RW., Washington, D.C 20008. 

IIL FACTUAL PREDICATE 

All factual allegations set forth in this Complaint are hereby incorporated by reference 
into each Cotmt below. Plaintiff hereby alleges the facts as foUows: 

14. On October 6> 2000, defendant Yona Mead filed a Complaint for 
Absolute Divoirce in the Montgoin^y Coun^, Md. Circuit Court (EL 13261) seddng 
(1) divorce, (2) custody of minor child Rebecca Mead and (3) possession of the family 
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home located at S204 Moorland Lane, Bethesda^ Maryland. 

15. In February, 2001/ defendant Shahram Rondi contacted plaintiff 
representing himself as a licaised real ^ate appraiser and agent for defendant Mead. 
At the timey plaiatiff was co-owner and managing agent for four jointlyrheld nvaiital 
properties in Washington D.d (see below). 

16. On April 17, 2001, pursuant to the Circuit Court Order (FL 13261), 
defendant Mead was ordered to (1) vacate the family homey Plaintiff was ordered to 
(2) take custody of minor child Rebecca Mead and (3) take use and possession of the 
family home at 8204 Moorland Lane, Befhesda, MdL through April 30, 2004. 

17. On March 4, 2002, defendant Mead filed a Bankruptcy Petition m the 
US. Bankruptcy Court in Greenbelt, Maryland. 

18: On March 7, 2002, pursuant to the Circuit Court Order, defendant 
Mahaf f ey was ordered itmnediately seU the four jointly-held properties located in the 
District of Columbia as follows: 

a. 223 Rittenhouse St, N.W., Washington, D.C.^ 

b. 1643 New Jersey Ave., N.W., Washington, D.C 

c. 1812 North Capitol St, N. W., Washington, P.C 

d. 5004 Brooks street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 

19. hi addition to the above D.C. properties, Mahaffey was ordered to sell 
the family home at 8204 Moorland Lane, Bethesda, Md. aft^ April 30, 2004 when 
plaintiffs' use and possession order ended. 

20. On April 19, 2002, the Promenade Nursing Home requested a Show 
Cause hearing in the Supreme Court of New York, Queens Cotujjy to: (1) remove 
defendant Mead as Power of Attorney for grand aunt, Le^ii Betijanun; (2) to appoint a 
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legal Guardian for Meads' gratxd atmt, Leni Benjanurty and (3) to ptirstie recovery of 
$3(M),000 in assets wrongfully withdrawn frora L^ni Benjamins' bank accounts by 
defendant Mead (See Application for Guardian marked as Exhibit '' A). 

21 On April 29, 2002 at the Show Cause hearing in the Supreme Coxurt of 
the State of New York, the Court Ordered: {1) that Barbara Berkowitz to be the 
appointed Guardian oyer Leni Benjamin^ (2) that Guardian Berkowitz immediately 
pursue recovery of the $300>000 wrofigftdly withdrawn from Leni Benjamin's' bank 
accoiuits by defendant Mead (see Supreme Court Order Marked as Exhibit " A-1), 

22- In May 20Q2, plaintiff objected to Mahaff ey employing defendant Roudi 
in the sale of the D.C, properties based on: (1) the false representations that Roudi 
made to plaintiff and others in the Circuit Court case; (2) his agency rdatipnship with 
defendant Mead^ and (3) his weakness as an individual agent compared to more 
reputable and established real estate firms in the marketplace. 

23. On about June, 2004, defendant Mahaff ey ignored plaintiffs' objections 
and executed the first of several '''Exclusive Listing Agent" Agreemaits with Shahram 
Roudi, this first time to sell the property located at 223 Rittenhouse Street. 

24. On Jidy 16, 2002, pursuant to the Supreme Court of New York Order 
dated April 19, 2002, Guardian Barbara Berkowitz filed a Proof of Claim in the U.S, 
Baiikruptcy Court to recover the $300^000 ifi assets wrongfully withdrawn from Leni 
Benjamins' accounts by defendant Mead (See Guardian Berkowitz cover letter, U.S, 
U-S. Bankruptcy Court ^0,000 Proof of Claim; and a Cashier Check for $122,301.55 
representing one of the withdrawals by Mead marked as Exhibits ''B, B-1 and B-2^'). 

25 . Cta My 19/ 2002, pl^ntij^ subr^tted an offer to Jvfefiaffey to iie-pturchase 

6 
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ihepmiif-held^p^^^ Tlie ofiqr wag accepted. 

26. In August 2% 2002^ defendant Mead filed a Motion in the Circuit Court 
case atternpting to prevCTit the sale of the New Jersey Avenue property to plaintiff* 

27. On August 30, 2002^ Mahaff ey signed a second "Exdusive Agency 
Agreement' ' with defendant Roudi to sell the jointly-held property at 1812 North 
Capitol Street with a list price of $695,000. 

28 . On ^pt0mber 4, 2002, defendants' Roudi and Chao Chen forwarded a 
contract offer to Mahaffey to pxirchase the 1^12 North Capitol Street property for 
$550,000 - $145,000 less ihan the $6^,000 list p 

Agreement The Chen contract specified '% separate Addenda labeled as #1, 2, 3 and 
4'' on the face of the contract ( See Chen Contract, page 4marked as Exhibit ''C') and 
had the following provisions: 

a. afuEyrjefundable deposit of $10,000 to Chen; 

b. a 30-day financing contingency to Chen; 

c. inspection: comtingency perf p^^med withiij, 7 days of the ratification date; 

d. the contract to be ''null and void'' if not accepted within 3 days of offer; 

e. specifically -as is" condition. 

29. On Septernber 9, 2002, plaintiff submitted a purchase offer to Mahaffey 
for up to 700,000 - $150,000 greater than the offer from Roudi and Chat, Plaintiffs' 
contract consisted of 2 separate Addenda: 

a. an Escalatio:a Clause up to $700,000; 

b, a specific financing proposal. No financing contingencies included* 

30. Sonaetime after September 9, 2002 and before September 17, 2002, 
Mahaffey illegally disclosed to Roudi and Chen confidential information contained in 
plaintiffe' contract, specifically the "Escalation Clause up to $700^000" . 
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31; Sometiine after September 9, 20^ 
Mahaffey, Roudi and Chen altered the original Ghen contract that specified ''4 
separate addenda labeled as #1, 2^ 3 and 4 " by irfserting another addenda: ''Escalation 
Clause not to exceed $600,000'^ outside the terms of the original contract. 

32, Sometime after SeptembCT 9^ 2002 and brfore September 19, 2002^ 
Mahaffey^ Roudi and Chen altered the original Chen contract a second time, crossing 
out ''not to exceed $600,000" and inserting "$700,000" to match and defeat plaintiff's 
contract offer (See "Escalation Clause marked as Exhibit "C-1"). 

33, From September 15, 2002 through April 2003, defendants' Roudi and 
Mead ixmde a series of visits to the 1812 North Capitol St. property at a time when the 
building was 100% oecupiied by twelve low-incon?:e, African-American fainilies. 

34, On September 19, 2002, defendants' Mahaffey Roudi and Chen executed 
the Oxen contract for $700,000, twdve (12) days ^fter the three (3) day contractual 
deadline upon which tiie contract was to be "null and void". 

35, On Septernber 26, 2002, defendant Roudi met with his associate Serop 
Nersesian at the North Capitol St property and produced a "Cursory Inspection 
Report" listing "$360,400 in structural deficiencies" , 

36, On October 1, 2002, Roudi met again at the property with Richard 

McDowell of "Master Builder Inspection, Inc. and produced a repair estimate of 

$35>00Q for Mahaffey. The estiinate was over five times the cost of the closest of three 

independent estimates of repair at the property ($ee Affidavit of DeniseMcRae dated 

August 21, 2003 marked as Exhibit "D") as follows: 

a. Mast^ Builder Ijispection^ Inc. $35,000, 

8 
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k DFCMamgemexit,lnc $6,800 

c. Warren Improvements $3^900 

d. Bey's Improvements $2,800 

37. On October 15, 2002, Mahaffey reduced the price of the ''as is"' C3ien 
contract from $700,000 to $588,000 based on Nersesians ''Cursory Inspection Report" 
(See letter from Chen to Roudi dated October 14, 2002 Marked as Exhibit "C-2'' and 
Afadavit of Denise McRae dated August 21, 2003, # 7. Marked as Exhibit "D"). 

38. On October 24, 2002, defendants' submitted the Chen contract to the 
Montgomery County Circuit Cotart for approval with the contract price of $700,000 
ten days after Mahaffey rediiced the price of the contract by $112,000 to $588,{X)0, 

39. On November 3, 2002, the tenants at 1812 North Capitol Street received 
their "Right of First Refusal" notice from Mahaffey, tiiirty-five (35) days after the ten 
day notice requirement under District of Columbia law. 

40. On about Novemb^ 5, 2{X>2, Mahaffey signed the third "Exclusive 
Listing Agreement" with Roudi to sell the jointly-held property at 5004 Brooks Street. 

41. On about November 15, 2002, Shahram Roudi appeared at the 5004 
Brooks Street home which was occupied by Affiant Nattonnia Ross, an African- 
American woman and mother of four children. Ms. Rp3S had an existing lease that 
ran through May 31, 2003, 

42- On or about November 23> 2002, Shahram Roudi appeared at the Brooks 
St. property without notice and asked if he could enter the home to "check things 
out" . When Nattomiia R033 refused, defendant Rpudi became angry and had a heated 
conversation with her. 

43- On Dece?s;iber 15, ?002, AIGagit P^i:pse McRae ajid the A|iite^r American 

9 
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tenants at 1^12 Nottfe Capitol Sfc timely notified Mahaffey that ifaey had dtily ; 
organized as ^^ Affordable Housing Choices^ LLC" to ptirchase their building. 

44. Begmning on the last week of December 2002^ d^endant Roudi made a 
series of seven additional appearances without notice to the 5004 Brooks Street 
property- Ctei one occasion, Roudi was accompanied by a white female, Roudi 
informed Nattonnia Ross that the woman was the ''new owner'' with plans to do 
major renovations while the family lived in the home* 

45. A few days later^ Roudi appeared again with the "new owner'' and 
informed Ms. Ross that her family would have to move out during the renovations. 

46. On about January 6, 2003y Shahram Roudi arrived at the home with a 
white niale but was not allowed into the hojne by Affiant Ross, This time^ Roudi 
repeatedly potmded on the front door and forcibly trie<i to enter her home through 
the side and back doors. 

47. On about January 12, 2003, defendant Roudi appeared again with a 
white male, Ms, Ross' sister, Georgia Ross, was upstairs at the time taking a bath. 
Roudi persuaded the chMdren who answered the door to let Mm in. Roudi and the 
other man, walked tmescorted throughout the home, including the upstairs bathroom 
where Ms, Ms. Georgia Ross was ba,thing. Defendant Roudi advised Ms, Ross that: (1) 
the home was sold; (2) that the family no longer belonged there and (3) the famil)?^ had 
to inimediatdy move because Roudi was going to cut the utilities off* 

48* On about January 12 and 13, 2002, Nattonnia Ross and her niother made 

several calls toMahaffey regarding the January 12 incident Drfaidant Mahaffey did 

not return any of the phone calls. 

10 
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^^ ^^^^ 

49. Chi about Jarmaay, 20, 2003, feaaiiig for the safety 

Ross called defendant Roudi and agreed to move otit, except that she couldn't afford 
the cost Roudi advised Ms. Ross to contact defendant Mahaffey to ''get some 
ixioney'"^, Ms. Ross and her mother made several calls to Mahaffey over the next few 
days. Again, Mahaffey did not return any of the phone calls. 

50. Qn January 25, 2003, Ms. Ross and her faixuly vacated theri: home under 
duress, four months prior to her lease expiration. The home remained vacant and 
boarded up ixntfl defendants' Mahaffey and Roudi sold it 14 months later on March 
15, 2004. (See Nattonnia Ross Affidavit dated June 11, 2003 in support of paragraphs 
41to 50 Marked as Exhibit "E"), 

51 . On February 5, 20(B> a Petition for Failure to Pay Child Support was 
filed against defendant Mead regardrng the Circuit Court Order dated March 7, 2002, 

52. On April 2, 2003 defendant Mead appeared at the 1812 North Capitol 
Street property without notice, loaocking on aU the tenant doors and announcing that 
she was representing the ''new owners'' and that the tenant organization. Affordable 
Housuig Choices, LLC, was "illegal". 

53. Qn April 14, 2003, four months after Affordable Housing Choices LLC 
notified Mahaffey that they had organized tp purchase their building, Mahaffey 
forwarded a copy of the Chow Chen contract to the tenants. 

54. On April 29, 2003, within ihe fifteen (15) day time frame allowed. 

Affordable Housing Qioicesy LLC sent a contract offer to Mahaffey that matched 

Chen's $700,000 contract that was later altered to $588,000. 

55, Or^ $?pt^mber 5, 2003, f iv^ rponths after Mahaffey received the matching 

11 
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offer from Affordable Housing ChoicfeaL^^ 

Affordable Hbiising Choices, LLC, but demanded that the contract price be $593,000, 
$5^000 greats than the Ch^ contract (See Affidavit of Denise McRae dated Angust 
21, 2003 in support of paragraphs 52 to 55 Marked as Exhibit ''P^'), 

56, On November 13, 2003, eleven months after Affordable Housing Choices 
notified Mahaffey of their intention to purchase their building, Mahaffey authorized 
work to renovate three units (25% of total) that were left vacant for almost a year. 

57, On April 27, 2004, a Second Petition was filed in Montgomery County 
Circuit Court for defendant Meads' Failure to Pay Child Support of Minor Child, 

58, On May 4, 2004, Affordable Housing Choices assigned their contract 
rights to plaintiff after encountering irteturnouiitable obstacle in obtaining purchase 
financixig because of tiie 25% vacancy sustained by Mahaffey from the previous year, 

59- On May 1, 2004, Mahaffey notified plaintiff that she was going to sell 
the family home at 8204 Moorland Lane, Befhesda, Md. pursuant to the March 17, 
2002 Circuit Court Order/ 

60. On about May 10, 2004, defendant Kathleen Sheeran of Weichert 
Realtors toured the home with defendant Sheerans' appraiser. Spirit Realty, Inc, 
While touring the second floor, Sheeran rrfused to enter an 800 sq. ft '"^studio'' (25% of 
total space) portion of the home because of an expressed severe phobia of a pet ferret. 

6L On about May 17, 2004, Spirit Realty issued its report on the 8204 
MoorlancI Lane home listing the appraised value of $683,000. 

62. On May 28, 2004, the ^ttiement occtirred on the assigned 1812 North 

Capitol SL contract At the settl^ixept offices of Paragon Titte, def^dant Mahaffey 

12 
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infoi^Bed the plaintiff tM 

Circuit Court Judge Ryan'^ for several years. 

6^. On May 30> 2004, defendant's Sheeran and Weieh^ conducted an 
"open house''^ at the 8204 Moorland Lane home. Sheeran represented to the potential 
buyers that the ''studio'' in the home was an "accessory apartment''. Slieeraa had 
never entered or seen the studio, hi the absence of Sheeran showing the studio, 
plaintiff escorted the potential buyers through the studio during the open house* 

64. On June 9, 2004, Mahaffey filed a Motion in the Circuit Court seeking to 
remove plaintiff and his minor child from their home. The Motion was based on false 
statements by Sheeran that plaintiff and minor dau^ter "interfered" in the open 
house; that the home was in "deplorable'' condition, and that "aninials were running 
all oyer the house^' (See Affidavit from Dr. Jasmine Salloum belying Sheerans' 
misrepresentations Marked as Exhibit "F"). 

65. On Jtme 22, 2004, plaintiff informed Mahaff ey that Leslie Radcliff^ of 
Weichert who was present at the openhouse thanked plaintiff for his assistance at the 
open house. Plaintiff also provided Mahaff ey with the names of five additional real 
estate agents as evidence to support plaintiffs' cooperation during the open house and 
to belie Sheerans' untruthfulness. Mahaff ey ignored all of plaintiffs' references. 

66* Duringjune, 2004, Weichert received several offers on the home^ One 

was from defendant Shahram Roudi for $500,000 — $183,000 less than the appraised 

value. Xhe others included the highest off^ at $787,000, - $104,000 above the 

$683,000 appraised value. 

67. ^t about the ^arfte tjiney FlaintiJEf submitted an offer to Mah^ey. 

13 



Case 1:05-cv-02316-EGS Document 1 Filed 12/01/2005 Page 14 of 35 

U. u 

Haiiitillsoffemateliedtheh^ ^ Mead corrtract dated Ji% 

2004 marked as Exhibit "G"). 

68. On about the end of June 2004, the fiirst $787,000 offer was withdrawn 
before it was accepted. 

69. On about July 15> 2004, plaintiff pressed Mahaffey to accept his highest 
$787,000 offer. Mahaffey refused, citing standard industry conditions in plaintiffs 
financing commitment from the State Employees' Credit Union. 

70. On July 23, 2004, ilie Circuit Court heard the Mahaffey/ Sheeran Motion. 
Sheeran asserted at the hearing that the home would sell for a substantially higher 
price if plaintiff and minor da^;^hter vacated the home. Judge Ryan stated he would 
rule based on Mahaffeys' recomraendation. Mahaffey recommended that the plaintiff 
and minpr child vacate the home. Judge Ryan ordered plaintiff and child to vacate by 
August 6> 2004, However, Judge Ryan also directed that the plaintiff shoxdd be 
allowed to fairly compete for the purchase of his homev He then asked Mahaffey to 
draft the Ghrder for him to sign in accordance with the hearing, 

71. Defendant Mahaffey drafted the order, however, she ios^ted in &e 
order that she not be required to acqept plaintiffs' bid on his home, contrary to the 
Judges' comments at the hearing. Apparently, Judge Ryan did not read the wrongful 
insertion and signed tiKe Order on August 5, 2004. 

7Z On August 6, 2004, plaintiK complied with Judge Ryans' order and 
vacated the home on August 6, 2004* 

73, Froto August 6, through September 2004, Sheeran and Mahaffey 
resinned ni3rketing the home with additional "open houses". Throughout this time, 

14 
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the real estate market was experieiiGing extraordinary growth in home sale prices* 

74. On August 10, 2004, plaintiff contracted with Mr, Dale Richenbach, Neil 
Baylici and Ms. Vanda Greenwood of Weichert Realtors to represent him as the buyer 
in securing the re-purchase of his home. 

75. On about August 20, 2004^ defendant Sheeran notified Richenbach and 
Gxeenwoood that Mahaffey iniposed a deadline of August 27, 2004 for plaintiff to 
submit an offer on the home. 

76. Onabout August 20, 2004, defendant Sheeran irtformedVandaL 
Greenwood, that defendants had the plaintiff and daughter thrown out of his house, 

77. On August 26, 2(X)4, W^chert Realtors provided plaintiff with a loan 
commitment of up to $850,000, 

78. On August 27, 2004, Plaintiff submitted an offer to Mahaffey for $761,000 
which included an Escalation Qause of up to $850,000. 

79. On September 9, 2004, plaintiff submitted a Financial Informatioti Sheet 
through Dale Kichenbach at Weichert at the request of Mahaffey. 

80* On about September 15, 2004, defendant Nasser Shahparast, regista-ed 
agent of ^foreclosure Real Estate Services LLC'^ changed its registered name with the 
St^te of Maryland to "Royal Investment Group LLC". 

81. On about September 15, 2004, defendant Mahaffey contacted Neil Baylin 
of Weichert Realtors to inquire about plaintiffs' financial cornnutmeut from Weichert, 

82, On September 17, 2004, Neil Baylin informed plaintiff of his September 

15, 2004 cpnv^sation with Mahaffey and that Mahaffey sounded very disappointed in 

learning that Weichert had provided a financial cprmnitment to purchase the home. 
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83. On September 21^ 2004> plaintiff contacted Mahaffey for an update on 
his piiTchase offer, advising that his Commitment Letter from Weichert dated August 
26, 2004 was in danger of expiring, Mahaffey denied that she set a deadline for 
aorepting off ei^ and stated that the home was still being marketed with several 
interested parties* 

84. On September 28, 2004 at 3;00 p.m„ Weichert informed plaintiff that 
Mahaffey would accept his ctffer but only if the offer included a cashier's check for 
$55,000 by 5:00 pm the same day. The demand was based on infprmation provided 
by defendant Mead to Mahaffey from subpoenaed documents obtained by drfendant 
Mead in her US. Bankruptcy Court case. 

85. On September 28, 2004, plaintiff asked Mahaffey through Weichai: for a 
more reasonable time than two hours to come up with a $55,000 deposit As a good 
faith ^sture> plaintiff increased his purchase offer from $761,000 to $787,000. 

86. On September 29, 2004, Mahaffey declined plaintiffs $787,000 offer, 
giving plaintiff one more business day to provide the $55^000 cashiCT's check. 
Mahaffey did this with the full knowledge provided from defendant Mead that it was 
impossible for plaintiff to comply with the demand within the time frame specified. 

87. On September 30, 2004, Mahaffey signed the $745,000 contract with 
defendant ''Royal Investment Group, LLCyParcorp Services Ltd. 

88. On about September 30, 2004 Mahaffey and defendant Mead filed a 
Motion in the U, S, Bankruptcy Court sedcing approval to sell plaintiff's home to 
defendant '^Royal Investment Group, LLC. 

89. Sometime after September 30, 2004, the ''Royal Investment Group, LLC'' 
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contract wa& altered by Mahaffey, Sheeraar Weichert, ''Royal Inv^tm^snt Groiip, LLC" 
Remax and Tiong, by inserting defendant Tiongs' name above the ^'Royal Investment 
Group LLC name. 

90. On about October 5, 2Q04, defendant Sheeran informed Weichert agent 
Vanda Greenwood, that defendants knew all along that the plaintiff couldn't come up 
with Ijie $55,(X)0 Cashier's Check within the time required. 

91 . Cto Octob^ 15, 2004, plaintiff and minor daughter noticed an intruder at 
ihe family home while picking up mail Plaintiff knocked on the door but no one 
answered/ when he called out that he would caU the police, defendant Tiong appeared 
at iche door* Plaintiff asked Tiong to identity herself and why she was inside the home, 
Tiong refused to giyeh^ name, but stated that she was the Remax agent for 
^'Foreclosure Real Estate Services" and that Sheeran gave her access to the home. 

92. On October, 15, 2004, the U.S. Bankruptcy Court heard the Mahaffey 
/Mead Motion. Defendants' presented evidence in support of the $745,000 offer to 
Royal Investment Group. Plaintiff presented evidence of his $787,0(X) off er* After 
hearing both sides. Judge Patd Mannis unequivocally opined that the highest legal 
offer should prevafl* He concluded the hearing by Denying the Motion to seU the 
home to ^^Royal Investment Group, LLC, subject to defendant Mahaffey filing an 
Adversary Proceeding to hear all the evidence b^ore ruling on the issue (see U.S. 
Bankruptcy Court Order dated November 9, 2004 Marked as Exhibit "H"). 

93. From October 15, 2004 through June 22, 2005, Mahaffey refused to file 
the Adversary Proceeding in accordance with the November 9, 2004 Court Order. 

94. On about Npvember 1, 2004, Mahaffey informed plaintiff that defendant 

17 



Case 1:05-cv-02316-EGS Document 1 Filed 12/01/2005 Page 18 of 35 

O O ' 

Tiong was iia longer going to& the agent representing ''Royal Inv^tment Group 
LLC but rather she was the ''new owner^' of his home. 

95. Upon iiif orroatLon and belief, defendant Tiong continued to have access 
to the horae through March, 2005* During this time, major larceny occurred in the 
home. In March 2005, Mahaffey reported the theft to Montgomery County Police. 
The police informed plaintiff that there was no evidence of a break-in in the home. 
Upon information and belief, defendants' Mahaffey, Sheeran and Tiong were the only 
people with secured access to the home during this time. 

96. On December 6, 2004, the Circuit Court heard a Motion brought by 
plaintiff to contest the sale of the hom^e to "Royal Investment Group, LLC"/ Tiong. 
After hearing both sides. Judge Ryan asked the parties to submit memorandums in 
support of their positions. 

97. On December 6, 2004 ia the lobby after the hearing/ Mahaffey declared 
to plaintiff and attorney Glen Cooper that '^I don't care who purchases the home and 
I have np intention of submitting a memorandxim to support the sale" (to Royal 
Investment Group LLC). During the conversation. Judge Ryan was jokingly referred 
to as "Jimmy". 

98. On about December 13, 2004, Mahaffey submitted a memorandum to 
support the sale to defendants' "Royal Investment Group"/Tiong" contrary to her 
declarations in the December 6> 2004 courthouse lobby. 

99. In January 6, 2005, Judge Ryan approved the sale to defendants "Royal 
Investmertt Group LLC"/ Tiong at the lower $745,000 ptirchase price, consistent with 
the Judges' July 23, 2004 declaration that he would rule based on whatever Mahaffey 
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reconunendea* 

100. On about May 5, 2005, plaintiff learned from the State of Maryland that 
defendants' Michael Jagoda Nasser Shahparast had falsely registered the business 
^^Royal Investment Group, LLC by providing false information regarding the 
principal and agents^ name and address as registered with the State 

101, On about May 5^ 2005, plaintiff learned from the Florida Department of 
State that neitJxer drfendants'^ Michael Jagoda nor Parcorp Services Ltd were duly 
organized or registered as a business organization as required imder Florida Law, nor 
was the address 1S799 Park Boulevard N. # 258 Seminole, Florida provided to the 
State of Maryland a valid address for the defendants Michael Jagoda/Parcorp 
Services, Ltd, 

102- On Jtme 22, 2005, plaintiff filed an Adversary Proceeding in the U,S. 
Bankruptcy Court consistent witiK the U.S. Bankruptcy Cotirt Order dated November 
9, 2004 to determine which of the two purchase offers - either plaintiffs' $787,000 offer 
or Royal hivestment Groups' $745,000 offar. Plaintiff filed the proceeding after 
defendant Mahaffey repeatedly refused to do so. 

103, On about June 22, 2005 defendants' Royal hivestment Group, Nasser 
Shahparast and Michael Jagoda refused service of process in the Adversary 
Proceeding at their addresses as registered with the State of Maryland. 

104 On about June 29, 2005 defendant Mead's case in the tJ.S. Bankruptcy 
Court was dismissed three years after it was filed (see US. Bankruptcy Court Order 
dated July 11, 2005 Marked as Exhibit "I"). 

105, On July 13, 2005 plaintiffs' tmderlying Adversary Proceeding was 

19 



disjS^gd '^iS«f^i;ii§£§gif deteiffif farads' iteflkAP^^^ife 

(see U.S. BaiikmptGy Court ^er dated July 12, 2005 Marked as Bchibit T), 



COUNT ONE 

Conspiracy to Comitdt Fraud and Fraud 

106. Elaintiff repeats and alleges each allegation contained in this complaint 
as if specifically set forth her^n. 

107; Defendants Mahaffey, Roudi^ Chen, Sheeran, Weichert Realtors, /'Royal 
Investment Group/ LLC", Jagoda^r Parcorp Services, Shahparast, Tion^ Crowley, 
Remax Realtors and Mead by their actions over a four year period of time 
intentionally and knowingly made false representations of material facts to the 
plaintiff (and to D.C. low-income African-American families, the Montgomery County 
Circuit Coinrt , the US. Federal Bankruptcy Courts the Florida Department of State, the 
Maryland State Department of Taxation and Assessments and others) with the 
concerted intent to mislead and d^aud plaintiff in fulfillment of their goals. 

103* Defendants^ Mahaffey, Roudi, Chen, Sheeran^. Weichert Realtors, Jagoda, 
Parcorp Services, Shahparast, Tiong, Crowley, Remax Realtors and Mead engaged in a 
concerted pattern of activity in furtherance of their collective scheme which was 
intended to and ultimately did defraud and damage plaintiff and African^American 
families and caused the injuries alleged herein, 

109* Plaintiff relied upon the representations of Mahaffey, Roudi, Chen, 
Sheeran, Weichert Realtors^ ''Royallnvestment Group, LLC, Jagoda, Parcorp 

geryices, Shahparast, Tiong, Crowley, Remax Realtors and Mead and suffered the 

iresulting damage herein, 

110. Defendant Roi*ii ^pgeared in the Montgorjie^ County Circuit Court 
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€aBe(Ph%326XymVehtu iepx^^mting hiins^ as a real estate appraiser aiid 

agent for defendant Mead. In fact, Roudi was not a real estate appraiser but rather a 
real estate sales agent. Roudi continued his misrepresentations through 2001 while 
conspiring with defendant Mead xvidi the goal of preventing the plaintiff from re- 
piurchasiEig his properties and, by extension, destroying his livelihood. Roudi was 
n>otivated to sell plaintiffs' properties to third parties to obtain sales commissions 
which ^labaffey willingly facilitated to the substantial expense of the plaintiff . 

111. Beginning in May 2(K)2, defendant Mahaffey joined the Mead/Roudi 
scheme to defraud plaintiff from his business and Hvehhopd. Soon after Mahaffey 
took control over the sale of the four D.C properties, Mahaffey engaged in a three 
year pattern of activity enabling the scheme by awarding co-conspirator Roudi with 
the first of three contracts to sell the 223 Rittenhouse St property. Rather than use the 
industry staDdard Open listing Agreement, Mahaffey enriched Roudi with Exclusive 
Agency Agreements without cause or justification at the expense of plaintiff. 

112. Def^dants' Mahaffey, Mead and Roudi continued there schenie by 
awardiqig the second ''Exclusive Agency Agreement' to Roudi on August 30, 2002 to 
sen the North Capitol Street property with a list price at $69&/000- Four days later on 
September 4, 2002, defendant Ghao Chen joined the conspiracy by submitting to 
Mahaffey what tiamed out to be a fraudulent contract offer of $550,000 —$145,000 less 
fhan the $695,000 list price. The Chen contract offer cotitained "4 specific contract 
Addenda labeled # 1, 2, 3 and 4''. Five days lat& on September 9, 2002, plaintiff 
submitted a coritact offer with an Escalation Qause of up to $700,0QP — $150,000 
greater thari the Chen offer. 
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113. Defendants Chen/ Roudi md Mahaffey then began a smes of de«:eptive 
actions on the $550^000 Oxen offer for the collective purpose of defeating plaiiitiffo' 
$700^000 offer as follows: (1) sometime before September 17, 2Q0X Mahaffey disclosed 
plaintiHs' confidential contract offer to Chen, specifically the '^Escalation Clause up to 
$700,000^'; (2) defendants then fraudulently altered the Chen contract by inserting a 
fifth Addenda outside tiie original contract ^'with four Addenda labeled #1, 2, Sand 
4"with an ''Escalation Clause up to $600,000"; (S) defendants then altered the 
fraudulent contract ag^itv crossing out "up to $600,000 '' and inserting "up to 
$700,000" to match and ultimately defeat plaintiffs' offer ; (4) on October 14, 2002, 
Mahaffey again altered the Chen contract for a third time by reducing the price by 
$112,000, from $700,000 to $588,000 to approximate the original Chen offer of $550,000; 
(5) on October 24, 2002, defendants submitted the fraudulent Chen contract to 
Montgomery County Circuit Court for approval in the amount $700,000, deceptively 
withholding the $112,000 reduction to Chen to create the appearance to the Court that 
it roatched plaintiffs' $700,000 offer. This transparent fraud was in furtherance of their 
scheme to dgin^ge and defraud plaintiff, while at the same time unfairly enriching the 
defendants at the expense of the plaintiff. 

114* On about November 5, 2002, defendant' Mahaffey, Mead and Roudi 
continued their conspiracy by awarding a third "Exclusive Agency Agreement" to 
Roudi in the sale of the property at 5004 Brooks Street^. N,E, D.C, The property was 
the home of Ms. Nattotmia Ross and her four cWidx^i* Ms* Ross had a lease term that 
ran through May SI, 2003. As an agent of Mah^ey and Mead, Roudi began a series 

pf outrageous actions. In l^te Npvemb^ 2002/ he appealed, as always, without notice 
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and asked Ms. Ross if he coiild enter the home 

refused, he had a heated conversation with her. A few days later, he appeared with a 
white femaleihat he identified as the '^'new owner"". Rondi advised Ms. Ross that they 
planned major renovations while the Ross family Kved in the home. A few days later 
they appeared again and he informed Ms. Ross that h^r family would instead have to 
move during the renovations. 

115. On January 6, 2003, when Roudi appeared, Ms. Ross would not allow 
hirn in. Roudi poxmded on the front door and tried to forcibly enter through side and 
basement doors. On January 12, 20(0, he appeared again with a white male. This 
time Ms. Geor^a Ross was upstairs taking a bath. Roudi persuaded the young 
children who answered the door to let them in. Ihe two men walked unescorted 
through the hpme, indudrrig the upstairs bathroom while Ms. Ross was bathing. 
Defendant Roudi informed Ms. Ross that: (1) their home was sold; (2) the family no 
longer Irfpnged there and had to move; (S) he intended to cut off the utiHties, On 
January 13, 2003, Ms. Ross and her mother made several calls to MahaKey regarding 
the Januaiy 12 incident. Mahaffey did not return the calls. On about January, 20, 
fearing for her fenulies' safety, Ms. Ross talked to Rotidi on the phone. Ms Ross 
agreed to move because of the outrageous circumstances but could not afford the 
move, Roudi advised Ms. Ross to contact Mahaffey to ''get some mone/' . Ms. Ross 
and h^ mother made several more phone calls to Mahaffey, but Mahaffey, again, did 
not return the calls. On about January 25, 2002, the ^oss fatmly u^er extreme duress 
vacated their home, 

IW, irorn, January 25, 2003 to March 15> ^004/ the hs>pe^ sat; boarcfed-up and 
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vacaiit On March 15, 2004, tjie defendants sold the 

erf the '^new owners^' that Roudi marched through the home were new owners. 
Rather, it was part of an insidious and outrageous plan to intimidate the family into 
leaving their home - fotir months before their lease expired * so they could sell the 
vacant home to a third party. The underl)mig motive was race and fee-based, at the 
substantial cost and loss to the plaintiff. 

117. The conspirators' on-going fraud did not stop with the sale of the four 
jointly-owned District of Columbia properties. On May 1, 2004, defendant Iv^aiiey 
notified plaintiff of her intention to market his home for sale. Chi May 30, 2004, 
defendants'^ Sheeran and Weichert conducted an ^'open house'^ and received several 
purchase offers as a result The highest offer was for $787,000, $104,000 higher than 
the appraised value. Again, as in the case of the 1812 North Capitol St. properly, 
plaintiff matched and exceeded the highest offer. Notmthstanding, Sheeran made 
false and malicious representations to Mahaffey about the ''open house" a§ a basis for 
Mahaf f ey filing a Motion in the Circuit Court to order plaintiff and his minor child 
from the home. The Motion was heard on July 23, 2004 by Judge James Ryan, 
Sheeran assarted at the hearing that the home would seU for a substantially higher 
price if plaintiff and daughter were ordered to vacate. Based on Sheerans' reddess 
assertioi^, the Judge ordered plaintiff and daughter to vacat^ the home by Atigust 6, 
:M04, However, Judge Ryan directed that the plaintiff should be allowed to fairly 
compete for the purchase of his home. The judge then asked Mahaffey to draft the 
Order for him to sign. Mahaffey wrote the order as requested, however, she 

deceptively insa^t^ed in the orde^r that plaintiff be denied the jdght to ptirehase his 
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hoiim, contrary to Judge Ryan's' directiva Apparently, Judge Ryan did not read the 
wrongful insertion, and signed the order as written by Mahaffey. 

118. In early August 2004, defendants resumed the "open houses" and 
received several additional offers. The highest offer was $760,(H)0, Again, plaintiff 
submitted a higher offer at $761,000 includiag an Escalation Qause up to $850,(X)0. 
Again, Mahaffey refused to accept plaintiffis' offer, obstructing with the ultimate goal 
of preventing plaintiff from purchasing his home. At the same time, Mahaffey was 
concu^rmfly using the illegititnate "Foreclosure Real Estate Services LLC" as a foil to 
plaintiffs' contract. I>uring this time, "ForedosureReal Estate Services" had 
misrepresented to the State of Maryland that its' principal offices in were in Florida 
under the name Michael Jagoda/Parcorp Services, Ltd. In fact^ no such organization 
or persons were registered with the Florida Department of State. 

119. On about September 10, 2004, defendant Nasser Shahparast, the agent 
fpi: "Foreclosure Real Estate Services, changed its name to "Royal Investment Group, 
LLC" prior to Mahaffey ratifying the contract with "Royal Investment Group LLC". 

120, On September 30, ^04, Mahaffey signed a $745,000 contract with "Royal 
Investment Group", $42,000 less than plaintiffs' $787,000 verbal offer to Mahaffey on 
SeptembCT 28, 2004, Sometime after September 30 and before October 15, 2004, 
Mahaff^, Sh^an, Weichert, Tiong, Remax flipped the "Royal Investm^it Group, 
LLC" contract to Kathy Tiong, who later represented that she was acting as the Agent 
for "Foreclosure Real Estate Services to conceal and disguise their activities. 

121, On about October 10> 2004, plaintiff and his daughter discovered 

defendant Tioiig inside theiiaxBily home; Whaci qon&oBted^ def^odanf ji^mg 
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IdeiitiSied^ as tJnie i^max^ge?^ th^^biiyer, ''Fca^eclostire Keal Estate Services, 

LLC. On about October 15, 2Q04 , the ''Royal Investment Group, LLC contract was 
fraudulently altered by defendants by adding the name BCafey Tiong above ''Royal 
Investment Group, but leaving the alteration undated. These series of actions closely 
= resembled the defendants' prior pattern of deceit in the 1812 North Capitol St 
contract fraud by deceptively altering pxirchase contracts in furtherance of the 
; collective goal of defrauding plaintiff from his business prop^ties and home. 

12Z On October 15, 2004, the United States Bankruptcy Court heard a Motion 
fUed by Mahaffey through defendant Meads' lawy^ to sdl plaintiffs home at the 
lower $745,000 offer to ^'R<^al Investment Group, LLC". Plaintiff presented evidence 
of his $761,000 contract offer with tmconditional financing. After hearing both sides. 
Judge Paul Mannis Denied the Mahaffey/Mead motion to sell the home to "Royal 
Investm^it Group, LLC" and stated his unequivocal view that the high^t offer 
(plaintiEfe) should prevail, sul^ect to Mahaffey filing an xmderlying Adversary 
Proc^ding in d^endant Meads' Bankruptcy case. From October 15, 2004 through 
June 22, 2005, Mahaffey refused to file the Adversary Proceeding to avoid both the 
scrutiny of the United States Bankruptcy Court and the ^posure to their conspiracy 
and fraud tiiat would have resulted from the proceeding. 

WHEREFORE: Plaintiff da:xiands judgment a^dnst defendants' Mahaffey, Shahram 
Roudi, Chao Chen, Kathleen Sheeran, Weichert Realtoi^, "Royal Investment Group, 
LLC" Ivfichael Jagoda/Parcorp Services Ltd, , Nasser Shahparast^ Timothy Crowley, 
Remax Realtors, Kathy Tiong and Yona Mead in connection with ggs Count in the 
amount of $2,000,000 each for compensatory damages and $150,(^ each for punitive 
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daipagesx tog^ttiex \^r^ fee^ costs^ and stich other arelief as this 

Court deems proper. 

COUNT TWO 
INTENTIONAL INfFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS 

123. Plaintiff repeats and alleges each allegation contained in this complaint 
as if specifically set forth herein. 

124. Defendants' acts as alleged constituted extreme and outrageous conduct. 

125. Defendants' acts as alleged herein were undertaken intentionally, 
maliciously^ beyond the bounds of all decency and with reckless disregard for both 
the truth and consequences of their actions, i.e., irreparable injury to plaintiff and to 
his minor child, especially since the d^endants' knew about aU the years and 
importance that plaintiff had devoted to providing a stable, secure and loving family 
life to his minor child in tfie absence of the mother- 

126. Defendants' had knowledge that their acts would cause plaintiff and the 
minor child to suffer severe emotional distress, mental suffering and anguish and 
defendants acted with malice with and intent to cause the severe emotional distress, 
suffering and anguish that resulted form their actions. 

127* As a result of defendants outrageous conduct, plaintiff and his minor 
child have suffered damages, including severe emotional distress, extreme mental 
suffering and mental anguish, the full extent of which are not yet known but which in 
fact resulted from the malicious acts and wrongful schejnes of the defendants, 

WHEREFORE: Plaintiff demands judgment against d^endants' MahaKey, Shahram 
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LLC Michad lagoda/Patcorp Services, Ltd, Nasser Shahparast, Timothy Crowley, 

ReEnax Realtors, Kaihy Tiorig and Yona Mead in connection with this Count in the 

amotmt of $2,000,000 each for compensatory damages and $150,000 each for punitive 

damagesy together with reasonable attorneys fees, costs, and such othar relief as this 

Court deems proper* 

COUNT THREB 
VIOLATIONS OF 42 VSXl. SECTIONS 1985 

128. PlaintifiE repeats and alleges each allegation contained in this complaint 
as if specifically set forth herein- 

129, The Female-head of the families at 1812 North Capitol Street and 5004 
Brooks Street, specifically Affiants Denise McRae and Nattonnia Ross in this action, 
are members of a protected class, and defendant Shahram Roudi exhibited and had a 
class-based animus against women ia general, and the Affiants specifically who are 
female. These female-head of families best interests' were served well by plaintiff in 
providing thdr families with decent, secure and stable housing in which to raise their 
children. D^ndant Roudi caused irreparable harm to Affiants and their families. 

130, After conspirators Mahaffey, Roudi and Chen acted to prevent the sale 
of the 1812-14 North Capitol Street to plaintiff, the defendants continued their wrong 
doing by attempting to prevent Affiants Denise McRae and Nattonnia Ross and other 
female-head of families to purchase their homes because of their class-based animus. 

131. From Dec^nber 15, 2002 through September 2003, aftei: Affiant Denise 
McR^e ai^ thefemale tenants at 1812 North Capitol Street had organized to purchase 
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th^ bttildmg, con4>irators I^^ Pead a»d Cheii Imowirigly and 

repeatedly intunidated ihe tenants with verbal abuse and illegal visits to their homes 
to discourage and defeat tJie tenants legal Right to purchase their building. 

132. From September 19, 2002 tfirough August 29, 2003, defendants' 
Mahaffey, Chaa and Roudi knowingly and willfully employed a series of delay tactics 
against Affiant Denise McRae to purchase thel812 North Capitol St property as 
follows: (1) alter Mahaffey executed fheRoudi/Chen contract on September 19, 2002, 
Uie tenants did not receive the required ten (10) notice imtil November 3, 2002, forty- 
five (45) days after tiiecontract was eceeuted; (2) from December 15, 2002 to April 17, 
2003, Mahaffey ignored the tenants notice of intent to purchase liieir building. 

133. From April 28, 200a through April 2004, Mahaffey, Roudi and Ch«i 
knowmgly and repeatedly conspired and did so obstruct and delay the tenants Right 
to purchase by; (1) refuang to execute the tenant contract until August 29, 2003> using 
false excuses by Mahaffey in seeking legal advice when she in fact is a licensed lawyer 
in file. District; at multiple otiier times Mahaffey u^ her legal acum<^ to discourage 
and defeat tb.e execution of the contract; (2) from January 2003 through January 2004, 
jVIahalfey foiled the tenants purch^e by refusing to renovate tiie three (25%) vacant 

Manits, maldng it impossiWe to obtain the purchase financing to buy ijieic buHding. 

134. From December 2002 though May 2003, def endanfe' Mahaffey and 
Roudi knovnngjy and njaliciously forced female Affiant Nattonnia Ross and her 
family to abandon her home at 5004 Brooks St through the use of systematic, 
(Outrageous and illegal behavior to the severe detriment of the Ross family. 

135. Defendants and each of tiiem conspired in their actions at the Brooks St. 
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prOJ)^feaiuser(l)^t^ di''''%t wattt female Affiant Nattoi^ to fJtircbasehar 

home and (2) ihey knew they couldn't sell the home while Nattonnia Ross and her 
family lived th^e iinder a valid lease, rendering defendants unable to collect their fees 

136. Defendants Mahaffey,Chao Chen, ShahramRoudi and each of them 
jGonspired and did so conspire for thepurpose of for depriving the Affiants' Denise 
JMc^iae and Nattonnia Ross of the equal protection of laws, and Affiants Denise 
I^lcEae and Nattonnia Ross were irgured by acts done in furtherance of tine conspiracy 
;and fraud and the attainment of each of the defendants' ultimate goals. 

WHEREFORE: Haintiff demands judgment against each defendants' Mahaf6ey> 
Roudt. Chen and Mead in connection with this Count in the amount of $2,000,000 
ieach for con^ensatory damages and $150,000 each for punitive damages, together 
fwith reasonable attorney feeS;, cosfe, and such other reUef as this Court deems proper. 

COUNT FOUR 

VIOLATIONS OF DISTRICT OP CQLUB>iBIA HUMAN RIGHTS ACT 1 D.C. 

CODE SECTiON 1-2501 ET SEQ> 

137. Plaintiff repeats and alleges each allegation contained in this complaint 

■as if specifically set forth herein. 

138. Affiants Denise McRae and Nattonnia Ross are African- Americans and 
manbers of a protected dass, and defendants Mahaff ey, RoudS and Chen exhibited 
and had a race-based animus against African- Americans in general and with Affiants 
Denise McRae and Nattonnia Ross in partictalar, whose family interests were ser\^ed 
by plamtiff providing decent, safe, secure and stable homes to raise their children, 

139. Defendants Mahaffey, Chen, Roudi and Mead conspired and acted in 
furthemnce of their conspiracy to prevent Africmi-Americans' Denise McRae and 
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Fsfattoimia Ross to |>urdjasef ^ homes at 1812 North Capitol an.(3^ Brooks St 

140. From December 15, 2002 througji September 2003, after Affiant Denise 
McRaeand the f anale taiants at 1812 North Capitol Street had organized to purchase 
their buiidmg, conspirators MabaMey, Roudi, Mead and Chen knowingly and 
repeatedly intdmidated the tenants with verbal abuse and iU^al visits to their homes 
to discourage and defeat ih.e tenante legal Right to purchase their building. 

141. From September 19, 2002 through August 29, 2003, defendants' 
Mahaffey, Chen and Roudi knowingly and willfully employed a series of delay tactics 
against Affiant Denise McRae to purchase thel812 North Capitol St. property as 
follows: {!) after Mahaffey executed th^e Roudi/Chen contract on September 19, 2002, 
the tenants did not t^eive tile required trai (10) notice imtil November 3, 2002, forty- 
five (45) days after the contract was executed; (2) from December 15, 2002 to Aprill7, 
2003, M^iaHey ignored the tenants notice of intent to purchase tfieir building. 

142. From April 28, 2003 through April 2004, Mahaffey, Roudi and Chen 
knowingly and repeatedly conspired and did so obstruct and delay the tenants Right 
to purchase by; (1) refusing to execute the tenant contract until August 29, 2003, using 
felse excuses by Mahaffey in s^tdng legal advice when she in fact is a licensed lawyer 
in tiie District; at multiple other times Mahaffey used her legal acumen to discourage 
and defeat the execution of the contract; (2) from January 2003 through January 2004, 
Mahaffey foiled the tenants purchase by refusing to renovate the three (25%) vacant 
units, msikmg it impossible to obtain the purch^e financing to buy their building. 

143. From December 2(K)2 though May 2003, defeiidants Mahaffey and Roudi 
through their outrageous and illegal behavior, kcpi^ving^y ^^ willfully forced 
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AfriGaii-Aiitaitan MiattonniaritSss arid her family from their homei&rough 

intimidation and raced-based actions to the severe detriment of the family. 

144. Defendants and each of them conspired in their actions at iiie Brooks St. 
property because (1) they did not want Affiant Nattonnia Ross, the female African- 

hAmericaiLfamiiy to purchase her home and, (2) because they couldn't seE the home 
while Affiant Nattonnia Ross and her family lived their under a valid lease. 

145. Defendants Mahaffey, Chao Chen, Shahram Roudi and Mead conspired 
to and did so conspire by engaging in acts of discrimination for the purpose of 
depriving Affiants' Denise McRae and her family, the African-American tenants and 
their famjMes at 1812 North Capitol St., and Nattonnia Ross and her family of the 
equal protection of laws, and Affiante Denise McRae and Nattonnia Ross and their 
families were injured by acts done in furtherance of the conspiracy and feaud and the 
attainment of each of the defendants' ultimate goals. 

WUEKEFOBE: Plaintiff demands judgment against defendants' Mahaffey, Shahram 

Roudi, Chao Chen and Mead in connection with this Count in the amoimt of 

$2,000,000 each for compensatory damages and $150,000 each for punitive damages, 

together with reasonable attorneys' fees, costs, and such other relief as this Court 

deems proper. 

COUNT FIVE 
DECLARATORY RELIEF 

146. Plaintiff repeats and realleges each allegation contained in this 

complaint as if specifically set forth herein. 

147. Based on a November 9, 2004 Order in the United States Bankruptey 
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Ciouils tlMS^^I^^^ Deiiifid the sale dli^ 8204 Mboriand 

l^ane, Bethesda, Md hoine to defendaitts "Royal Investment Group, LLC/ Kathy 
Tiong, subfect to defendant Mahaffey filing an underlying Adversary Proceeding 

148. Defendants' failure to act from October 15, 2004 hearing through June 
22, 2005 by filing the Adversary Proceeding in accordance with the November 9, 2004 
constitutes an acknowledgement by defendants' Mahaffey, Mead, "Royal Investment 
Proup, LLC and Kathy Tiong that their contract for $745,000 was fraudulent in the 
execution and inferior in value to plaintiffs' $761,000 unconditional financing contract. 

149. Plaintiff filed the underlying Adversary Proceeding case # 05-01314 on 
June 22, 2005 to bring tiie fraudulent defendants' contract from darkness into light and 
the scrutiny of the United States Bankruptcy Court, after defendants for six (6) months 
failed to do ttie same in accordance with the November 9, 2004 Order. 

150. Defendant Meads' calculated dismissal of her Chapter 11 case in the 
United States Bankruptcy Court, #02-12644 on July 12, 2005, which in turn caused the 
plaintiffe underlying Adversary Proceeding to be moot, is further evidence of co- 
defendants' concerted actions and contrivances to prevent a just and fair sale of the 
8204 Moorland Lane home to the plaintiff, 

151. A case of actual controversy exists between ihe parties pursuant to the 
i^ederai Declaratory Judgment Act, 28 U.aC Sections 2201 and 2202 and Rule 57 of 
the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, and that abserit a Declaratory Judgment from 
this Court, plaintiff will continue to be adversely affected by co-defendants actions. 

WHEREFORE: plaintiff prays tihat this Court enter a Declaratory Judgment providing 

for the following relief: 
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(1) Based on C6uii^'*^der and Declare NijJl and VoidQ fraudulently 

Induced and executed contract among defendants' Mahaffey, "Royal Investment 
Group, LLC and Kattiy Tiong based on Counts One and Two and on the facts 
submitted in this Complaint; 

(2) Based on Count I, Order and Uphold Judge Mannis' November 9, 2004 
Order in the US. Bankruptcy Court denying the $745,000 sale of the 8204 Moorland 
Lane, Bethesda, Md. home to defendants "Royal Investment Group, LLC" and Kathy 
mong based onCounts One and Two and on the facts submitted in this Complain!; 

(3) Based on Count V, Order and Declare plaintiffs' $761,000 offer dated 
iVugust 27, 2004 the highest and best lawful offer for the purchase of the 8204 
Moorland Lane, Bethesda, Md. home in accordance with the October 15, 2004 hearing 
indie US. Barfsruptcy Court and Judge Mannis' November 9, 2004 Order in the U.S. 
Bankruptcy Court based on Counts One and Two and on the facts submitted in this 
Complaint; 

(4) Based on Count V, Order that the proceeds of sale of 8204 Moorland 
Ljane, Bethesda, Md. home to plaintiff be applied to the residual assets of the jointly- 
held marital properties and that the escrow account maintained by Mal^ey proceed 

to ihepreuit Court appointed auditor to divide the jointly-lteld assets equally in 
accordance with Circuit Court Order dated march 7, 2002; 

(5) Grant such other and further relief as may be just and proper. 

1W?HBREEOKl: Plaintiff demands judgment against defendants' Mahaffey, Shahram 
Roudi, Chao Chen, KatiileenSheeran, Weichert Realtors, "Royal Investment Group, 
LLC" Michael Jagoda, Nasser Shahparast, Timothy Crowley of Remax Realtors, Kathy 
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mo%«M;*omsMea*Jte c6^^ this Couiit in the ^moi^i $2,000^0 each 

for compensatory dainages and $150,000 each for punitive damages, together with 
reasonable attorneys fees, costs, and such other relief as this Court deems proper. 

TURY DEMAND 

Plaintiff demands trial by jury on all counts and on all issues in this Cx)mplaint. 



R^pectfullf^^Kutted, 




8204 Moorland Lane 
Bethesda, Maryland, 20817 
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